revenue. MCI does not have major fraud problems with any of its
own proprietary products. The majority of MCI's fraud loss
interdiction efforts are focused on damages caused by RBOC

services and products.

28. Pacific Bell claims®® that MCI refers other BOCs to
Pacific Bell's Centralized Fraud Bureau ("CFB") to learn about
fraud prevention techniques. MCI has, indeed, referred other BOCs
to Pacific Bell, specifically with reference to Pacific Bell's
"Sleuth" system, but not for education about broadly applicable
fraud-prevention techniques. MCI hoped to encourage those BOCs to
pay more attention to fraud prevention, via use of the Sleuth
system. The reason MCI referred other BOCs to Pacific Bell was
that Sleuth was the only existing fraud-sensitive system that was
compatible with LIDB -- the database system used by many other
LECs. But even for those LECs which do use LIDB, Sleuth only
addresses a limited range of fraud problems. It monitors the use
of LEC calling cards and certain operator-assisted calls, i.e,,
collect calls and calls that are billed to third parties. It does
not address the call-forwarding problem except indirectly, when
illegitimately forwarded calls are then used to place calling
card or operator assisted calls. The references were not because
of any broad-ranging fraud prevention programs within Pacific

Bell. In this regard, Pacific Bell is perhaps one of the least

** Pacific Bell Reply Comments at 55.
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ineffective of the RBOCs in addressing fraud problems, but it is
far from fully effective.

2! pacific Bell mentions

29. Further in that same paragraph,
its efforts, through its CFB and "The Alliance to Outfox Phone
Fraud," to encourage consumers to help fight telephone fraud. The
consumer does have an interest in the control of telefraud. But
the consumer is clearly not in a position to create a significant
impact on telefraud problems if the products that are being sold
to the consumer are riddled with fraud risk factors. And many of

the LEC line services and products do indeed include such fraud

risk factors.

30. Pacific Bell claims to have done more than other RBOCs
to address the fraud issues that revolve around LEC calling cards
and operator assisted services’ by saying that its proprietary
fraud detection systems ~-- Sleuth and the Fraud Alert SYStems
Tracking Database -- have been judged by experts as being "the
best in the country." But even if those systems are the best ﬁBOC
fraud systems in the country, that is only half the story: the
other half is the gap between what Pacific Bell is actually doing
to prevent fraud and what it and the other RBOCs should be doing

to accomplish that objective.

21 14.
- Id.
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31. That gap is well illustrated both by shortcomings in the
list of "potential solutions" that Pacific Bell claims, on page
57 of its Reply Comments, to have implemented, and by Pacific
Bell's failure to implement the two recommendations that Pacific
Bell mentions on page 58. Pacific Bell is proud of having
restricted call forwarding to certain types of numbers ~-- 0+, 0-,
011, 10XXX, 900, N11, and 976. But it has NOT blocked calls to
950~-XXXX and 800/950-XXXX numbers. That failure enables
fraudulent callers to make calling-card calls from areas where
card-~calls to specific locations have been blocked by the card
issuer because of high incidence of fraud. The LEC, of course,
collects access charges for those fraudulent calls. The items on
page 58, which Pacific Bell has not implemented, would also
assist in curtailing fraudulent calls. Those switch upgrades
would limit the number of calls that could simultaneously be
fraudulently forwarded from a particular phone, and would limit
the frequency with which the forwarded number from a particular
phone could be changed. Further, although Pacific Bell claims to
have implemented the SS7 detection program, to our knowledge it
has not actually done so except in a few trial locations -- not
widely enough so that it could actually be effective in fraud

prevention.?’

> 1d. at 57. A further example, in Pacific Bell's Reply
Comments, of drawing inferences not supported by the facts is the
implication that one arrest in November of 1994 and six arrests
in March of 1995 have led to a decrease in the number of call-
forwarding fraud cases. Id. at 58. Based on these limited data,
it is quite a stretch to suggest that those arrests have had any
significant effect on call-forwarding fraud.
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32. To the extent that Pacific Bell has implemented fraud-
control processes, the primary motivation for doing so has not
actually been the prevention of fraud. Rather, the motivation
apparently arises from two primary sources: pressure from other
organizations.and the effects on Pacific Bell customers of
fraud-prevention mechanisms put in place by entities other than

Pacific Bell. To wit:

- One influence was the numerous conferences and meetings
sponsored by MCI's Carrier Relations and other personnel
involved in LEC Billing and Technical Security issues, as
well as other IXCs, held to encourage expansion of the
Sleuth capabilities to address a more complete range of

fraud problems.

- The second influence was complaints from Pacific Bell
card holders who were justifiably upset that the Pacific
Bell card worked differently depending on which IXC network
carried the traffic. Each IXC was forced to block card calls
in areas where fraudulent abuse was rampant, because Pacific
Bell had not accepted liability for fraud associated with
Pacific Bell's calling cards. The IXCs' blocking decisions
differed from one IXC to another, depending on their own
evaluation of the fraud risks in a given area. If the IXCs
were indemnified for those fraud losses, or the losses were

minimized by effective fraud control on the part of Pacific
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Bell, then the IXCs would not be driven to block RBOC
calling card calls, and the performance of the RBOC card

product would be improved.

33. The basic point here is that Pacific Bell's anti-fraud
efforts have generally been implemented only in response to
outside pressures, after the fraud problems that should have
been addressed in the initial product design had become major
problems to other providers. The problems are typically not
addressed in the initial product designs, in spite of pointers
and recommendations from those entities that are forced to bear
the burden of fraud produced via those products. MCI very much
supports the actions of PUCs in rejecting or questioning tariffs
in which fraud potentials have not been fully addressed. We hope
that such actions will help to motivate RBOCs to address fraud

problems in advance, rather than after the fact.

VII.
Final C lusi

34. The position Pacific Bell has tried to portray does not
correspond to the reality of the fraud control processes in TFPC
and in the telecommunications industry generally. I have been a
member of the TFPC for more than five years, and have personally
observed the degree to which RBOCs implement the fraud prevention
measures recommended by that body. Further, I have noted that the

expertise of at least some RBOC representatives in matters of
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fraud responsibility and the effects of fraud on IXCs is
questionable. For example, the TFPC co-chair mentioned in the
Pacific Bell response’’ -- a representative of Pacific Bell --

was not aware of such an elementary point as the fact that IXCs
pay access charges to Pacific Bell and the other LECs, until just
this year, when it came up in a discussion about an article that
addressed the subject. Obviously, that representative was not in
a position to understand the nature or the magnitude of fraud
costs that would be borné by IXCs because of RBOC products for
which IXCs not only receive no revenue, because of fraudulent use
of the products, but are also required to pay access charges to
RBOCs for the "privilege" of carrying the associated non-revenue

traffic!

35. The TFPC recommendations have not been adequately
effective in preventing fraud. This is not only because of flawed
recommendations, although, as discussed above, some of those
recommendations are less than ideal, but also because those
recommendations are often not implemented by those companies that
are in the best position to effectively address the fraud.
Whether consciously or unconsciously, the RBOCs often use TFPC as
a mechanism for discussion, rather than action, on

fraud-prevention issues.

24

Pacific Bell Reply Comments at 56.
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36. MCI attempts to limit the fraud impacts of LEC products
by restricting the use of those products when the threat can be
recognized. Obviously, MCI would prefer to carry the traffic
associated with these LEC products, rather than having to limit
their implementation due to excessive fraud risks. But MCI cannot
do so in a competitive environment when the LEC products generate
so much fraud costs. The major source of fraud loss risk for MCI

and the other IXCs is LEC products and line services.

Further Affiant saith not.

/:I:>61;

David P. Jordan

Subscribed and sworn to before me

this ) day of M'(L. L, 1996

‘_’) Cblal \(.k/
Notary Public
MARSARET LA

iTH OF VIRGINIA
COM \_)N\NEA 8

- e
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TO: THE COMMIBSION
FROM: Utilities Division
DATE: April 20, 1995

RE: U 8 WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. - TARIFF FILING TO-INTRODUCB
NEW CUSTOM CALLING FEATURES (DOCKET RO. E~-1051-94-=298).

On August 24, 1994, U 8 WBST Communications, Inc., (U 8 WEST)
filed tariff revisions to intreduce new Cugstom Calling features.
The Comnicsion initially suspanded the f£{ling for &0 days (Decision
No. 88791, dated September 21, 1994) and further suspended the
£iling for an additional 180 days (Decision No. 58833, dated
Novenbar 2, 1994). The interexchange carriers (IXCs) had expressed
concern that the proposed new features ccould result in increasad
billed, but uncollacted, charges for telephone c¢alls and the
suspension period was to allov U 8 WEBST and the IXCs the
opportunity to meet and determina if the sgervice could be made
aocaptable to both.

The proposed new Custom Calling features are Rencte Aocess
Forwarding (RAF) and Scheduled Forwarding (8P). Both features
permit customers to forward incoming calls to another minber.
While the programmable call forwarding services that are ourrently
available must be activated and deactivated from the subgcriber's
owvn phone, vith the services proposed in this filing, customers can
activate, deactivate, or change their "forward to" number from any
tone dialing phone by dialing a local number and using a
subecriber-specific personal identification number (PIN). The
local mumber provides access to an autonated system which uses a
series of proupts to guide customers to make changes via the phone
keypad at any location. With S8cheduled Forwarding, subscribers can
also preprogram the system and schedule in advance specific times,

days and destination numbers to which their incoming calls will
foxrvard.

The IXCs are concerned because these sarvioces allow customers
to activate, deactivate, or change the "forward to® nuaber fros any
tone dialing phone, not 3just from the subscriber's phone.
Acoording to the IXCe, because of the remote sccess capability, RAP
and SP would be more easily used by third parties to fraudulently
access and use subscribers' phone nunbers to make unauthorized
calls without the Xnowledge of the custemer. Fraudulent calls are
an lmportant issue to IXCs because not only do they not get
reinpursed for the use of their network on such calls, but also
have to pay origimating and terminating access to the local

exchange carriers for these fraudulent calls on which the IXCs
—mmadira ma Aanwmensation.
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April 20, 1998
Pags 2

U 8 WEST, however, believes that the proposed services, which
incorporate Advanoed Intelligent Network (AIN) capabilities such as
enhanced toll fraud screening and call forwarding restrictions,
will prevent any significant level of fraud from oceurring in
conjunction with the proposed sexvices., According to the IXCs,
significant fraud has occurred with Resote AcCess to Call
Forvarding (RACY) which is a service offered by other RBOCs and {s
sinllar to RAY., U § WERST hovever, differentistes its proposed
services from similar servioces, like RACF, by peinting out that
RACF is a central office based sarvice that dogs not utilize any of
the AIN toll fraud screening capabilities that are built into its
proposed RAY and 8T services.

On Pebruary 9, 1995, U 8§ WEST revised its August 24, 1994,
filing. At Staff‘'s request, the proposed tariff was revised to
include a list of restricted call forwarding destinations for calls
forwarded by RAF or 8F, U B8 WEST has agreed te restriot lines
equipped with RAF or SF from forwarding to destinations that have
typically beaen used to complete fraudulent calls. Included in the
1ist of restricted calls are: international calls; 800, 700, %00,
850, or 976 calls; all operator assisted dialing arrangements such
ag 0+ and 0-; N1l and 535-1312 information calls; third-nusber
billed calls; speed dialed calls. Additionally, no more than four
calls per hour would be allowed te be forwvarded under this service.

The IXCs have recommended that in addition to the restrictad
call forwarding destinations proposed in U § WEST's revisions of
Tebruary 9, 1995, U 8 WEST prevent the forvarding of calls through
RAF and BF to payphones. Aocording to U § WEST, the technical
capability to prevent RAF and SF from forwvarding calls to payphones
does not ourrantly exist, but is baing developed and will be
available within approximately six (6) months, The IXCs are also
concernad that s significant number of fraudulent collect calls may
be conpleted using these services and have requested that U § WEST
restrict them also. U 8§ WEST, howvever, feals that the ability to
forvard colleot calls is an important componant of this service and
that a large part of fraudulent collect calls are nade to pay
telephones. Preventing calls from being forwarded to pay
telephenes, then, would significantly reduce the potential for
traud on collect calls forwarded by RAP or 8F.

ror each line, businass or residences, oquipped with Remote
Access Yorwarding and Scheduled Forwarding, the proposed monthly
charges are $6.9% and $7.9%, respectively. U B WEST proposes to
vaive the standard $13.00 installation chargs in an area during a
90 day introducticn period. 1In addition, if during the first 60
days from dinstallation, the customer is not satisfied with the

m
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service, the customer way change to a different call forvarding
service at no additional charge or U 8 WEST will oredit ths
custoner's acoount the amount billed for the service.

8taff has reviewsd U 8 WEST's supporting infermation and has
deterained that the proposed ratas exceed the costs of providing
the services. Btaff recommends that the tariff be approved, as
revised, on an interim basis for s period of twelve (12) months.
staff is recommending interins appruval so that BAF and 8F can be
offered on a trial basis. The purpose of the trial is to gauge the
affect the proposed sexvices have on toll fraud levels.

staff further recommends the following:

* That during the trial periocd, U & WEST provide the
IXCs the telephone numbders of subscribars to RAF and
8P. Subscribers' telepbone numbers would be provided
to the IXCs under the tarzs of a protective agreement.
This number information would be used by the IXCs
solely for the purpose of identifying suspected toll
fraud associated with thess services. The IXCs should
notify U 6 wEST if any significant fraud ooccurs within
three (3) wvorking days. Subsoribers should be
notified that this information is being provided to
the IXCs.

¢ That U 8 WEST monitor and collect any information
wvhich documents or quantifies RAP or SF fraud such as
any customer Dilling adjustments =made Dbecause of
sugpected toll fraud associated vith thesa services.
This information will allow U 8 WEST to identify any
RAF and SF fraud that occurs. Also, the information
ocellected oan be used at the end of the trial period
to quantify the effect these proposed services have
Bad on toll fraud levels during the trial.

* That U § WEST not be allowed to charge the IXCs for
the access charge portion of those RAF and SF calls
nade during the trial period which vere fraudulent.
Accordingly, at the end of the trial period U § WEST
will credit the IXCs for any access that has been paid
in conjunctien with a fraudulent RAF or 8F call.

* That ninaety (90) days prior to the end of the interim
approval period, U 8 WBST should file for permancnt
approval of the tariff filing if it 8o desires. At
this time, U S WEST should subait the information it

e
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collected during the trial cenccrnit:i instances of
toll fraud and any actions it has en to further
nininize fraud.

t That U 8 WEST install the capability in its natwork to
prevent call forvarding by RAF and SF to payphones
within seven (7) months of the date of thie Commigsicon
Ordexr. If U § WEST expects that it cannot meet this
requirezent, Staff further racommends that U S WEST be
Tequired to file for anr extension of time to meet
this requirement on or berore Ootober 1, 1995, and if

the extension is not requested, or denied, that U § .

WEST be required to suspend offering the RAF and Sr
services until the Company has certified to Commission
staff that it can prevent calls forwarded by RAF and
8F from reaching pay telaephones.

¢ That U 8 WEST inform all subecribers to RAF and SF of

the trial period snd that permanent approval of the
services ic not assured.

Gary Yaquinto
Director
Utilities Division
GY:D8:1lhh/CCK

ORIGINATOR: Del Smith
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BEFORBE THE |
NEW MEXICO STATE COBPORATION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION
CF U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
7O AMEND ITS EXCHANGE AND
NETWORK SERVICES TARIFF TO
INTRODUCE REMQOTE ACCESS
FORWARDING AND SCHEDULED
FORWARDING
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF KEN P. SOLOMON

PLZASE STATEZ YOUR NAME, PCSITICN AND ACCRESS.

Sy rame s Xan Solomon. My pesitian is Cirecior of the Telecommunicaicers

DJedartmert of the New Mex:cao State Cargoranuon Commussicn. My acdress
5. P.C. Dfr;awer 1283, Santa Fe, New Mexico 37204-" 268,

O YOU HAVE A TETAILED STATEMENT CF CUALIFICATIONS AND
ZXPERIENCES IN THE AREAS OF PUBLIC UTILITY REGULATION?

Va5, such a statement is inciuced in Appendix A, attached 0 this testmaony.
N PREPARING YOUR TESTIMCNY WHAT DCCUMENTS AND INFORMATION
HAVE YOU REVIEWED?

| have reviewed the direct testimony of Ms. Peggy Nownes who filed testimony

on benhalf U S WEST Communications (the Company!, Mr. David Jordan for

MC!, Ms. Lilli Calcara for SPRINT and any and all exhibits attached to the

aforementioned testimony.

WHAT IS THE PURPCSE OF YCOUR TESTIMONY (N THIS PROCEEDING?

The purpose of my testimony is to put forth Staff's position regarding the
ialaalalolnbt 'n mresmsnl sn a&ac ema Oamgora Agcest Foowarding (RAF) and
Scheduled Forwarding (SF! services.

HAVE SPRINT AND MC! RAISED CONCERNS ABOUT THE POSSIBILITY Cr
FRAUD ASSOCIATED WITH THESE PRODUCTS?

Yes they hava.

SCC Docket No, 95-392-TC {
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DIRECT TESTTMONY OF KEN P, SOLOMON

HAS THE COMPANY ACEZUATELY ACZCRESSED ALL CF THE CONCEZRNS
RAISED BY THE INTZREXC=ANGCE CCMPANIES (IXC'S)?

No, t do not Celieve that it nas.

CCULD W‘U PLEASEZ DISCUSS THEZ ISSUES SURROUNDING FRALUD 'N MCRE
DETAIL?

Certainly. The Company stated in testimony tnat the prodlems raised by the
IXC's associated with tnird party billing, forwarding to a restricted line and
customer authentication nave been solved and tnat they are uraware of any
toll fraud problems in any of the eight states where the Company currently
provides the service (Nownes Direct, pg. 17, Ins 17-20). Yet, the Company

is unwilling to indemnify the IXC's for any toll fraud that may occur {Jordan
Direct, pg. 5, Ins. 5-12). In fact: Ms. Caicara claims that in the secoﬁd quarter
of 1985 alone SPRINT has suffered toll loses in the amount of $330,000 as a
result of Call Forwarding and RAF/SF in the U S WEST's territory.

COULD YOU PLEASE DISCUSS YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING
AUTHENTICATION OF RAF AND SF SERVICE ORDERS WHICH WOULD HELP
TO PREVENT TOLL FRAUD?

Yes. In order 10 authenticate a genuing order for the services in question the

Company could simply take the customers order and then follow this up with

a confirmation letter sent to the billing address associated with that customer.

SCC Docket Na. 95-392.TC 2
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF KEN P. SOLOMON

Ucon receipt of this ietter the cusicmer iafier reacding the literature explaining
re servivce) would cdecide 7 they suil desired the service at which time they
wouid sig/n;he letter and ra2turn it 1o the Campany. This procecure would
ansure :PEE the incividual reguestng me service is truly ne customer 10 wncm
‘ne line 1s oiiled. Cnce the customer has gravided wrmen autnherization 12 the
Ccmpany they would be assigned a PIN number which they couid then use (0
forward call ar anytime without any further need for repeat authorization.
COULD YCU PLEASE DISCUSS YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING
CALLS FORWARDED TO A RESTRICTED LINE AND FORWARDED CALLS THAT
ARE BILLED TC THIRD PARTIES?
Yes. USW does not address the issues of the fraud potential inherent in the
ability of a "fraudster” to for;«vard calls to a restricted line in its direct
tesumony. This is @ problem on an intra as well as on an interstate basis. The
Company daes provide a soiution for the potential problems associated with
irrastate third party billing to a forwarded Iine.but does not provide a solution
for intarstate third party billing.

The Staff therefore recommends that before tnese services are depicyed
el Company' deveioo andg ceploy a method to ensure that calls cannot De

forwarded to a restricted line. The Staff further recommends that U S WEST

utilize their Line Information Data Base to mark telephone lines that have been

SCC Dacket Na. 95-392.TC 3



L

O

ol

()

(s}

IN

.(“)

1.

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF KEN P. SOLOMON

‘orwarded in order 0 prevent third carty billing to a lire mat had Sean
‘orvwarded Jon 3n .nterstate £as.si. As 3 result, the Staff recemrencs that e
Ccmmission deny the Company's fliing unul the Company solves tne fraud

——

~rcblems outined abgve,

1
)

RE THERE CTHER ISSUES INVOLVED WITH THIS FILING THAT YCU RAVE
NCT DOISCUSSED ABQVE?
Yes, there are. Tne Comopany has proposed that the rates charged 1o business
and residential customers for these services be priced at the same level. The
Commissicn has traditionally maintained a price differential between these two
classes of customers and the Staff would recommend that the Company
cantinue to maintain this differential. The Sta#f would therefore recommen_d
that when the Company socives the fraud issues outlined above they then
proposa rates for business customers that are higher than the rates charged for
residentiai customers. The Company has the ability ta do this with very little
difficulty considering the large margins invalved in this offering.
The Staff also takes issue with the propasal of the Company to inciuce
- < Uay Freduct Guarantee ' .0 tre an. Oue to the fraud potential dezailed
LT CTiTizznizot sroemes etk Sraff that if this productis oftered

without the suggested safeguards that a large amount of customer

dissatisfaction could result. One exampie that comes to mind is a customer

SCC Docket No_ 98392.TC 4
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF KEN P. SOLOMON

whose line has been compromised ard 3s 3 resuit "as muitipie charges an nis
cr ner Sill wrich the custamer claims IS 10t their respons:pility. T Nis couid

iead 10 a large numper of custcmers aking advantage of tnis 60-day money-

—

cack guarantee. Once the Company has soived tnese fraud prooiems Siaff
would not rnecessarily oppose tne 60 day procuct guarantee in the subsequent
filing.
IF THE COMMISSION WISHES TO APPROVE THIS FILING WHAT 'WCULD THE
STAFF SUGGEST?
The Staff would suggest that the Commission order the Company to abide by
the recommendations that were outlined in the testimony of the Arizona
Corporation Commission that was attached as Exhipit DPJ-1 to Mr. Jordar.'_s
testimony and reproduced below with modifications to take into account
Staff's concerns regarding the proposed rates and the 60-day product
quarantee:

20T nAas rzvigwed o L WISW's suonsorting information and nhas
determined that tha proposed rates exceed the costs of providing the services.
Staff recommends that the tariff be approved, (with exception of the suggestad
rata differential outlined delow!, on an interim basis for a8 period of twelve (12)
months. Staff is recommending interim approval so that RAF and SF can be

offered on a trial basis. The purpose of the trial is to gauge the effect the

SCC Dacket Na. 95392-TC 5
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF KEN P. SOLOMON

croposed sarvices have on +oll fraud levels.
Stafi further recommends the following:

That during the trial perioc, U S WEST provide the IXC's the telephone
numoers;f.subscnbers 10 RAF and SF. Subscribers' teiecnone numbers wouid
2e crovided 10 the iXC's uncer the terms of a protective agreement. This
numbper information would e used by the !XC's solely for the purpose of
identifying suspected toll fraud associated with these services. The IXC's
should natify U S WEST if any significant fraud occurs within three (3) working
cays. Subscribers should be notified that this information is being provided to
the IXC's.

That U S WEST monitor and collect any information which do_curnent_s
or quantifies RAF or SF fraud such as any customer billing adjustments made
because of suspected toll fraud associated with these services. This
information will allow U S WEST to identify any RAF and SF fraud that occurs.
Also, the information collected can be used at the end of the trial period 10
quantify the effect these propaosed services have had on toll fraud Ievels'during
the trial.

That U-S WEST not be allowed to charge the IXC's for the access

charge portion of those RAF and SF calls made during the trial period which

were fraudulent. Accordingly, at the end of the trial period U S WEST will

SCC Dacket No_95-3192.TC 6
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF KEN P. SOLOMON

credit the IXC's for any access that has been gaid in conjuncticn witn a3
fraudulent RAF or SF call.

That ninety (30) days grior to the end of the interim approval period, U
S WEST’gﬁoulc file for permanent approval of the tariff filing if it so cesires.
AT this time, U S WEST should submit the information it collected curing th
gl concerning instances of toll fraud and any actions it has taken to further
minimize fraud.

That U S WEST install the capability in its network to prevent cail
forwarding by RAF and SF to payphones within seven (7) months of the date
of this Commission Order. If U S WEST expects that it cannot meet this
requirement, Staff further recommends that U S WEST be required to file for
an extension of time to meet this requirement in a timely manner, and if the
extension is not requested, or denied, that U S WEST be required ta suspend
offering the RAF and SF services until the Company has certified to
Commission Staff that it can prevent calls forwarded by RAF and SF from
reaching pay telephones.

That U S WEST inform all subscribers to RAF and SF of the trial period
anc that permanent approval of the services is not assured.

That U S WEST charge a higher rate for business customers than for

residential customaers for each af the proposed services and submit a new

SCC Docket No. 95-392-TC 7
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF KEN P. SOLOMON

oroposed tariff for Commission approval.

That the Company keep Track of the numoer of customers requesting

their money back in regard o the 60-day product guarantee and the revenue

assccia:g:j'wi:h s tarift provision,
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS:
Z. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YCUR RECOMMENDATIONS IN THIS DOCKET.
AL I recommend that:

1) in order to authenticate a3 service order for RAF or SF the Company
should take the customers order and then follow this up with a
confirmation fetter sent to the billing address associated with that
customer. Upan receipt of this letter the customer would decide if ey
still desired the service at which time they would sign the letter and
return it to the Company. This procedure would ensure that the
individual requesting the service is truly the customer to whom the line
is billed. Once the customer has provided yvrirten authorization to the
Company they would be assigned a PIN number which they can then
use to forward call at anytime without any further need for repeat
suthorizstion.

2.) The Commission deny the Company's filing until such time as the

Company develops and deploys a method to ensure that calls cannot be

SCC Daocket No. 9530.TC g
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF KEN P. SOLOMON

forwarded t0 a restricted line and, that U S WEST utilize their Lire
Information Data Base to mark telephone lines that have been forwarded
in order to prevent third party dilling to a line that has been forwarded

(0N an interstate basis).

)

When the Company salves the fraud issues outlined aoove ney then

propose rates for business customers that are higher than the rates

charged for residential customers.

4. The 60-Day Product Guarantee outlined in the proposed tariff not be
considered until such time as the fraud issues are soived.

3.) in the event that the Commission rejects Staff's primary

recommendations the Commission aorder the Company to follow the

recommendations thaf werg outlined in the testimony submittéd 1o the
Arizona Carporation Commission along with the two additional items
that were added to include the additional concerns the New Mexico
Commission Staff.
Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?
A. Yes it does. As in other proceedings before this Commission, | will offer oral
sur-rebuttal ;estimony at the hearing if appropriate. But after reviewing the
Company's reburttal testimony, | reserve the right to supplement ar modify this

testimony orally on the stand at hearing.
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BEFORFE THE _
NEW MEXTCO STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION
OF U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC,
TO AMEND ITS EXCHANGE AND
NETWORK SERVICES TARIFF TO
INTRODUCF. RELIDTE ACCESS
FORWARDING AND SCHEDULED
FORWARDING
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I, KEN SOLOMON, being first duly sworn, upon my oath, state that I am the
Director of the Telecommunications Department, State Corporation
Commission, and that the statements contained herein are true and correct to
the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

R S

-

KEN P. SOLOMON

STATE OF NEW MEXICO )

) ss.
COUNTY OF SANTAFE )

SUBSCRIBED, SWORN TO AND ACKNOWLEDGED before me this
20® day of September, 1995, by Ken P. Solomon.

O/L%, z@&mﬂ

NOTA.RY PUBLIC
My Commission Expires:

1-2-69
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